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1. The meeting began with  a brief overview of the geology and hydrogeology o f  
the S o l a r  Ponds P l u m e  area and the ITS.  

2 .  T h e  c u r r e n t  s t u d i e s  r e l a t e d  t o  the S o l a r  Ponds Plume w e r e  summarized. The 
n i t r a t e  and uranium plume maps f o r  the Upper Hydrostrat igraphic  U n i t  w e r e  shown 
and d i s c u s s e d .  There was some d i s c u s s i o n  as t o  why t h e  n i t r a t e  and uranium 
plumes looked somewhat d i f f e r e n t .  I t  was t h e  general  concensus  t h a t  the plumes 
a r e  s i m i l a r ,  and t h a t  the small d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  most l i k e l y  the r e s u l t  o f  the 
d i f f e r e n t  s o l u t i o n s  c o n t a i n i n g  n i t r a t e  and uranium t h a t  w e r e  d i s p o s e d  of i n  the 
v a r i o u s  ponds.  Lane asked  i f  plume maps of h i s t o r i c a l  data  were a v a i l a b l e  and 
what d i d  they show. 

**Act ion I t e m :  Look up h i s t o r i c a l  n i t r a t e  and uranium plume maps. ( K e l l y )  

3 .  The r e s u l t s  of  McLane'a modeling of t h e  S o l a r  Ponds P l u m e  w e r e  d i s c u s s e d .  
McLane had modeled the c o n c e n t r a t i o n s  o f  n i t r a t e  and uranium a t  the p o i n t  i n  
groundwater w h e r e  i t  p o t e n t i a l l y  d ischarged  t o  the stream. T h e i r  r e s u l t s  showed 
t h a t  under the a l t e r n a t i v e s  c u r r e n t l y  b e i n g  e v a l u a t e d ,  the groundwater would n o t  
have  reached  the i n - s t r e a m  standards by t h e  y e a r  2 1 0 0 .  T h i s  l e a d  t o  a 
d i s c u s s i o n  o f  the p o i n t  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  OK p o i n t  o f  performance m o n i t o r i n g  f o r  the 
S o l a r  Ponds P l u m e  remediat ion .  

4 .  The p o i n t  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  € o r  the s e l e c t e d  remedial  system was 
d i s c u s s e d .  I t  was d e c i d e d  that this would actually be the performance 
monitoring point. I t  was C h r i s  and Laura 's  o p i n i o n  t h a t  the S t a t e  f e l t  t h a t  t h e  
groundwater must meet the s u r f a c e  water standards a t  t h e  l o c a t i o n  where i t  
e n t e r e d  s u r f a c e  water, without a m i x i n g  zone i n  the s u r f a c e  water. We d i s c u s s e d  
s e l e c t i n g  G S - 1 3  a s  the performance moni tor ing  p o i n t ;  Chris and Laura f e l t  the 
s t a t e  would not b u y  this .  There WBB d i s c u s s i o n  t h a t  some o t h e r  s u r f a c e  water 
m o n i t o r i n g  p o i n t  closer t o  the c e n t e r  o f  the plume might be r e q u i r e d .  

* * A c t i o n  Item: D i s c u s s  performance moni tor ing  p o i n t  w i t h  r e g u l a t o r s . ( C h r i s ,  
Laura) 

5. The s t a t u s  of the phytoremediation e v a l u a t i o n  was summarized. In g e n e r a l ,  
any phytoremediat ion  system t o  be i n s t a l l e d  would be p a s s i v e  o n l y  and o v e r  the 
current l o c a t i o n  o f  the plume. T h e  p l a n t i n g s  would  s t a y  out of PrebLe's mouse 
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& b i t a t .  
n i trate  currently moving through the groundwater and McLane's model predicts  
that the concentrations i n  the groundwater near North Walnut creek w i l l  increase 
over the next 1 0  t o  20 years. The general f e e l i n g  was that phytoremediation i s  
not the answer t o  remediating the Solar Ponds Plume, but could be used i n  
conjunction with some other remedy. 

6. Bob  summarized the Building 995 studies.  I t  i s  l i k e l y  that the 
studies w i l l  show that Bldg. 995 can take the water .  The primary 
drawbacklj t o  using Bldg. 995 are that i t  can only take 4 gpm and i t  would not be 
a permanent solution (Bldg. 995 w i l l  eventually be removed). While the f low 
from the ITS averages 4 gpm over the course o f  the year, there are times i t  
exceeds 100 gpm. For t h i s  reason, a storage area (MSTs, other tanks, or a pond) 
w i l l  be required .  There was some discussion about possibly  using Pond A-1 for 
this storage, possibly  i n  conjunction with the remaining MSTs. There was a 
general f e e l i n g  that the regulators would f e e l  that they had given us an inch 
(by allowing us t o  use A-1 i n  emergencies) and we w e r e  trying to take a m i l e .  

7 .  There was considerable discussion a s  t o  what potential  remedial 
alternatives would work t o  remediate the Solar Ponds Plume. Some of the 
suggestions were: a biological  treatment f a c i l i t y  f o r  treating nitrate ,  use of 
a cassette  treatment system i n  a funnel and gate system, and phytoremediation. 

8. Lane reiterated h i s  desire t o  stop use of the MSTs and not spend any money 
t o  shore up the h i l l s l o g e  o r  insulate the above-ground l i n e s  t o  the ITS pump 
house. There was discussion a s  t o  what could be done t o  speed up bench-scale 
t e e t i n g  o f  the treatment media f o r  the E T 1  system and actual instal lat ion o f  an 
operating system. The concensus was that there was no logical  way t o  have the 
system i n s t a l l e d  by the time the ground (and the pipes t o  the I T S  pump house) 
might f r e e z e .  John Law s a i d  that p l a n s  need t o  begin now t o  heat-trace or b u r y  
these l i n e s  and shore up the h i l l s l o g e  o r  i t  w i l l  be too l a t e .  The l i n e s  w i l l  
have frozen ox the hillslope f a i l e d  before we can f i x  the problem. 

9. Chris mentioned that the actinide study group would be looking at uranium 
transport in the Solar Ponds Plume area, a~ well a s  ni trate  degradation. 

10. Lane asked i f  there were any other alternatives that might work a t  t h i s  
s i t e .  Other ideas were a d i f f e r e n t  c o l l e c t i o n  and treatment system (however 
t h i s  w o u l d  not be passive and permanent) and a biological  d e n i t r i f i c a t i o n  
system. I t  was decided not to pursue e i t h e r  o f  these options. 

11. I t  was decided that an engineering analysis o f  the funnel and gate system, 
possibly  using at l e a s t  some portions o f  the curxent I T S  should begin 
immediately. More information as t o  the v i a b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  type o f  system w i l l  
be learned next week when ETI i s  here. 

A phytoremediation system of t h i s  design could not handle a l l  o f  the 

12.  Chris stated that we need to  get the regulators on board with t h i s  change 
i n  direction as soon as possible.  She also  mentioned that i t  may now be 
d i f f i c u l t  t o  meet the FYI99 milestone t o  have the remediation system i n  place. 
I t  is l i k e l y  we may need to  modify the milestone. If we want t o  modify the 
milestone, the modification needs t o  be discussed with the regulators by October 
1. 

3 3 .  The path forward/action items decided upon a t  the meetng are 
summarized below: 

- The decision document w i l l  mention that the SEPs w i l l  be capped 
as part of S i t e  closure. 

- A "Mound-like" barrier/passive treatment system w i l l  be 
investigated as an additional alternative and added t o  the Decision 
Document. This w i l l  be a barrier and treatment system, probably with 
treatment cassettes .  

- The ARARs w i l l  be written up as i f  the barrier system i s  the 



p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  and the performance moni tor ing  p o i n t  i #  G S - 1 3 .  I f  
p o s s i b l e ,  a d r a f t  o f  ARARs should be prepared by John Schmuck p r i o r  t o  h i s  
1 e a v i n g  RFETS. 

- The D r a f t  D e c i s i o n  Document w i l l  d e s c r i b e  t h e  s e l e c t e d  
a l t e r n a t i v e  and give an overview of the b a r r i e r  system. D e t a i l s  o f  the 
rnedia/design w i l l  n o t  be i n  t h i s  document. Explanat ion  w i u l l  be p r o v i d e d  on h o w  
the media w i l l  be o p t i m i z e d  o v e r  t i m e .  

- A b e n c h - s c a l e  test w i l l  be conducted i n  ETI ' s  l a b o r a t o r y  t o  see 
if i t  w i l l  work a t  th is  s i t e .  In p a r a l l e l ,  g l a n s  t o  regrade  the S o l a r  
Ponds area  and reduce  i n f i l t r a t i o n  i n  the ITS area w i l l  be deve loped.  

- T h e  n i t r a t e  plume remediat ion  w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  a t  the J u l y  9 t h  groundwater 
meetings t o  o b t a i n  a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  on s u c c e s s f u l l y  r e m e d i a t i n g  t h i s  
gl me.  

- A s e p a r a t e  m e e t i n g  w i l l  be h e l d  t o  d i s c u s s  the remaining work, 
i f  any, which s h o u l d  be conducted by CH2M H i l l  and McLane. 

- Determine i f  performance m o n i t o r i n g  p o i n t  i s  i n  s u r f a c e  water 
(and w h e r e  i n  creek) o r  groundwater. 


